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The Probleml Forty-eight human SS were presented with a 
fOUr choice probability learning-task. Two groups of 24 Ss 
each were placed under different incentives - EqUitable 
Wage (EW) and Gambling Wage (GW). It was anticipated that 
a transfer of learning effect would be present. Also, it 
was anticipated that the test in which the most frequently 
and least frequently presented alternatives were in opposite 
positions from that presented during pre-training would 
be the most difficult test presented. 
Procedure I All Ss were presented with 120 trials during 
pre-training and-60 trials in each of the four probability 
schemes during the test session. During one of the four 
tests, each alternative was the most frequently presented 
alternative. In each test, the four alternatives were 
presented in the follOWing percentages I 56.25; 18.75; 
18.75; and, 6.25. 
Findings and Conclusionsl The GW group (greater incentive 
given) performed significantly more accurately than the 
E\!f group (lesser incentive given). Although both incen­
tive groups approximated probability matching choice 
behavior, Ss in the GW group made more correct responses 
by distributing more responses to the most frequently pre­
sented alternative and fewer responses to the least fre­
quently presented alternative than did the EW group. No 
support was present for a transfer of training effect nor 
the expected task difficulty. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
In a simple probability learning task, there are two 
or more mutually exclusive responses which could be made on 
anyone trial. Hilgard and Bower (1966) describe probability 
learning as a task in which S is to predict, on each trial, 
which of two events, or stimuli, is going to occur. After 
the prediction is made, ~ is shown the correct response. 
Ordinarily, the order of stimulus presentations is random 
within the limit of the probability schedules employed. Be­
cause the probability of occurrence of each stimulus is between 
zero and 100 percent, S has insufficient information available 
to predict with complete accuracy the occurrence of an event 
on any one trial. "Probability learning" 1s the term most 
often used to describe this experimental paradigm. 
Probability learning has been studied using both humans 
and infra-human subjects. Simple visual and spatial tasks 
have been used to observe probability learning behavior in 
animals at all levelS of the phylogenetic scale. Cockroaches 
(Longo, 1964) and fish (Behrend & Bitterman, 1961) have dis­
played behavior in which these animals respond to each alter­
native approximately as frequently as each alternative was 
presented. Warren (1965) summarizes the results of litera­
ture on turtles, pigeons, rats, and monkeys by observing 
that these aniffiQls respond to the most frequently reinforced 
almost exclusively. 
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Studies by Bitterman, Wodinsky, and Candland (1958), 
Marrone and Evans (1966), and Weitzman (1967) have all ob­
served similar behavior to that described by Behrend and 
Bitterman (1961). For example, Marrone and Evans observed 
probability learning in a spatial discrimination With fish 
(African mouthbreeders). This study investigated two-choice 
performance using a guidance procedure. ~s were exposed to 
various probability schedules ranging from Iii chance level 
of presentation to an 80.20 ratio of presentation. In addition, 
a three-choice probability task was presented using a 20.60.20 
schedule. In both situations, SS responded by choosing each 
alternative approximately as frequently as each alternative 
was presented. 
Most probability learning stUdies with rats have in­
dicated that rats display a dlfferent pattern of behavior 
than fish. A study by UbI (196)) presented rats With a lever 
presslng task in a Skinner box. A correction and a noncorrection 
procedure were manipulated With probability schedules of 
60140, 70,30, and 90.10. Results indicated that 2s responded 
by choosing the m~re frequently reinforced alternative in a 
greater proportlon than the actual ratio of presentatlon. 
The behaviors of rats and fish represent the two major patterns 
that have been observed. Sutherland and Mackintosh (1971) 
have questioned Whether these are truly different patterns. 
They contend that 2s occupying various positions on the 
phylogenetic scale differ in terms of accuracy of responding 
J
 
rather than in terms of type of strategy used in the problem 
situation. 
A study by Grant, Hake, and Hornseth (1951) illustrates 
the basic probability learning experiment using human SSe 
In this stUdy, ~s were given the task of guessing which of 
two lights would be illum1nated on each trial. One light 
was mounted on the left side and one on the right side of a 
1.2 meter panel. The left light was lit on all trials to 
indicate the beginning of a trial and was used as Q "ready" 
signal. As this light flashed on, 5 was required to guess 
verbally whether or not the right light would also flash 
on. The intent of this study was to examine the verbal con­
ditioned response, "yes" or "no", as a fUnction of the per­
centage of positive or "reinforced" trials during a training 
series. Probability schedules of 100, 75, 50, 25, and a 
percent presentation of the right light were used. All 5s 
received 60 trials during the course of training. Observa­
tions of the performQnce of these ~s indicated that the initial 
trials Were responded to at a chance level. That is, ~s 
responded equally often with a "yes" or "no" response. How­
ever, as training progressed, ~s began guessing each alterna­
tive in a similar proportion to the actual presentation of 
the two alternatives. If the right light was presented on 
75 of 100 trials in a random sequence and absent on the other 
25, Ss would indicate that the right light would appear on 
75% of the trials. Deese and HulSe (1967) and Estes and 
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straughan (1954) refer to this pattern of responding as 
"probability matching". This term refers to the choosing 
of the more frequently presented alternative in the same 
relative frequency as the actual frequency of presentation. 
Some researchers (e.g., Deese & Hulse, 1967; Millward, 
1971) have indicated that probability matching 1s not the 
strategy that maximizes correct responses. That is, in a 
two-choice situation in which one choice is presented more 
frequently than the other, the more frequently presented 
alternative should be chosen exclusively to maximize correct 
responses. This can be illustrated by extending the mathe­
matical example used with the Grant et ale (1951) stUdy. If 
one alternative is presented 75 percent of the time (e.g., 
"light-anti) and the other alternative (e.g., "light-not on") 
25 percent of the time, and ~ randomly chooses the 75 percent 
alternative about 75 percent of the time, it could be expected 
that S will be correct approximately 56.25 percent of the 
nc; Xtime ( ( J .:J----.~ - 56?t:\1.... ..JJD However, if ~ chooses the 75 per­• 7 
cent alternative exclusively, S would be correct on approxi­
mately 75 of each 100 trials. 
The results of the study by Grant et ale (1951) indicated 
the typical behavior of human §.S in a two-choice probability 
learning 81 tuatlon to be probabili ty TI'Btchlng. HN-Jever, the 
introduction of an incentive may affect the probability IT'Btching 
or maximizing response strategy. 'rhe Uhl (1963) study, cited 
earlier, also manipulated incentive by varying the concentration 
5
 
of the sucrose solution used for reinforcement. As the 
concentration of the sucrose was increased within the proba­
bility schedule, Bs increased their rate of responding to the 
most frequently presented alternative. That ls, Ss went 
from matching behavior to maximizing behavior. 
Human Bs have been observed to behave in a similar 
pattern. With the introduction of an increased quantity of 
reinforcement, human Bs also increase the rate of responding 
to the most frequently presented alternative (Edwards, 1956; 
Siegel & Goldstein, 1959: Suppes & Atkinson, 1960). Results 
indicate that ~s tend to choose the response that will procure 
the greatest perceived amount of reinforcement. For example, 
in a study by Edwards (1956), Bs were presented With a two­
choice probability task. Ss were required to bet one chip 
on each trial. If S was correct, ~ received two poker chips 
and if incorrect, ~ lost the original poker chip. Probability 
schedules of .60 - .40, .70 - .30, and .80 - .20, With left 
side indicated first, were presented on days 3, 5, and 7 
respectively. On the first day, the probability schedule 
used for all 5s was such that on half of the trials neither 
alternative Was correct. On the ninth day~ the left alter­
native never paid off and the right alternative was correct 
on half the trials. Days 2, 4, 6, and 8 were control days 
and the probability of occurrence of each alternative was 
.50 percent. The results indicated that ~s, on days 3. 5, 
and 7~ chose the more frequently presented alternative more 
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frequently than would be expected from Ss who probab1l1ty 
match. Th1s f1nd1ng suggests that manipulations in 1ncentive 
may affect the uti11zat10n of a probab1l1ty matching or max1­
m1zing strategy in humans. 
A study by Geller, Wh1tman, and McGuire (1972), also 
man1pulat1ng the 1ncent1ve var1able w1th human SS, 1llustrates 
choice behavior in a two dimensional probability task. The 
task presented conta1ned two st1mulus dimens10ns, shape and 
location. Shape was def1ned as the letter "U" presented 
right side up or upside down. Location was defined as the 
letter "U" presented on the left side or r1ght s1de. Each 
dimension appeared on an independent probability of occur­
rence schedule of 70:30. The marginal products of the shape 
x location matrix were as follows I DB(down-right) = .70 x 
.70 = .49: DL(down-left) = .70 x .30 = .21: UR(up-right) = 
.30 x .70 = .21; and UL(up-left) = .30 x .30 = .09. The 
symbol ItU" WaS presented on each trial by the illumination of 
one of two miniature readouts. The Ss were asked to predict 
the shape and 10cat10n of the "U". Ten fam1liarization trials 
were given followed by 200 stimulus presentations occurring 
in a random manner. 
Incentive was manipulated by displaying positive 
reinforcement through the use of a mechan1cal counter dis­
play. Five groups of §.S (N = 20) were placed under different 
incentive conditions in the following manner: a) Group No 
Counter - No counter was present; b) Group Both - Counter 
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advanced only following correct predictions of both shape 
and location; c) Group Either - Counter advanced if either 
shape or location were successfully predicted; d) Group 
Shape - Counter advanced only if shape was successfUlly pre­
dicted; e) Group Location - Counter advanced. only if location 
was successfUlly predicted. 
Results indicated that predictions in the Group No 
Counter and Group Both approximated a "probability-matching" 
pattern. That is, Ss guessed each alternative would appear 
approximately as many times as each alternative was actually 
presented. In Group Either, Group Shape, and Group Location, 
~s tended to und.erguess the most frequently presented alter­
native. It Was indicated that this result was due to an 
interference factor. During the initial instructions, ~s 
were not informed that only one dimension was relevant. 
Without knOWledge of what constituted a correct response, 
Ss were unable to determine a course of respond.ing based on 
full information. The Group No Counter and Group Both were 
reinforced only when both cues were correctly predicted. 
These groups were not presented with the confusion of trying 
to detect the relevant cue. This added activity for the 
groups having only one relevant cue presumably influenced 
their choice behavior. 
The present study was performed in order to expose 
human Ss to a four choice probability task. This task Was 
chosen because it potentially presented a more complex 
8 
situation than 1s found in the typical two choice probability 
learning task. In addition, each group in the study was 
placed under a different incentive condition. This '\flEW done 
to determine if Ss would respond in a probability matching 
or maxirruzing r~nner as previous research has indicated occurs 
in a typical two-choice probability learning task. It was 
presumed that gs receiving the greater incentive would perform 
more efficiently than the group receiving the lesser incentive. 
That is, if human Ss detect the relationship of the four 
alternatives in each of the four probability schedules, it 
was anticipated that the lower incentive group would approx­
ir~te a probability w~tching pattern and the higher incen­
tive group will tend toward a lIlEl.ximizing behavior. 
Another purpose of this experiment was to observe the 
behavior of another phenomenon typically presented in the 
simpler two-choice di8CriIT~natlon tasks. Harlow (1949) per­
formed a study with monkeys using a series of discrimination 
problems. It was predicted that performance on the later 
problems would be better than performance on the earlier 
problems. Eight monkeys were presented l'ii th 312 discrete 
two stimulus object problems in which shape, color, height, 
and other cues were varied between the problems. That is, 
no hJO consecutive problems contained the same two stlmull. 
The Ss were placed in a Wisconsin General Test Apparatus and 
presented tIlth two stimulus objects. If a correet response 
was made, S's response was reinforced on that trial. Based 
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on SiS behavior over the first six trials of each problem, 
the results indicated that learning became more efficient 
as S was exposed to more problems. Harlow interpreted this 
behavior to be a "learning set", or a "learning to learn" 
effect. Basic to this behavior was the positive transfer 
from one problem to another. In this type of situation, 
inter-problem improvement was interpreted as the learning 
of a general response strategy rather than a function of 
stimulus generalization. 
Learning to learn or learning sets have also been 
studied with human SSe Postman and Schwartz (1964) stUdied 
interlist transfer by varying two factors; 1) class of verbal 
material; and, 2) type of learning situation. Adjectives 
or trigrams were presented in either paired-associate or 
serial learning tasks. The first list presented was one of 
four kinds: 1) paired-associate adjectives; 2) serial learning 
adjectives; 3) paired-associate trigrams; or, 4) serial learning 
trigrams. The Ss Were then transferred to a second list, 
List 2, Which waS either a paired-associate adjective or 
serial learning list which was different from the original 
task. Results indicated that performance on List 2 was better 
than performance on List 1. In addition, the greater the 
similarity between the two lists presented, the greater the 
level of performance on the transfer task. The increased 
performance With the greater similarity indicated that positive 
transfer was present. This same type of transfer of learning 
10 
is present when a. series of similar learning tasks are pre­
sented to an §.. 
Another transfer of learning task has been called 
discrimination reversal. The typical discrimination reversal 
task is presented as a two-choice problem with one cue in 
the display being designated as the reinforced cue, and the 
other stimulus the nonreinforced cue. Once S learns to res­
pond to this cue according to some predesignated criterion, 
the reinforced cue becomes the nonreinforced cue. DUfort, 
Guttman, and Kimble (1954) reported a discrimination reversal 
study which is both typical in design and result. Rats were 
placed in a discrimination apparatus and were required to 
learn a series of ten discriminations. Each time S was 
correct on 11 of 12 responses, the correct position cue was 
reversed. That is, the reinforcement contingencies associated 
with each cue were reversed. Results indicated that as the 
number of reversals increased, the mean number of errors on 
each subsequent problem decreased until one trial learning 
was achieved on the last three problems. The performance 
of human ;is has also been studied in discrimination reversal 
problems. 
Buss (1956) studied reversal shift behavior and non­
reversal shift behaVior in humans. The reversal shift re­
qUires Ss to alter their pattern of responding rrom one cue 
to another cue within the same stimulus dimension. For 
example, in a task using a black cUbe and a White ball, Ss 
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are first required to respond to black and not to white. 
Once this has been learned to a criterion, responses are 
reinforced to white but not to black. Thus, the reversal 
shift involves cue alterations within one dimension. The 
nonreversal shift, however, involves a shift in relevant 
stimulus dimensions. Using the same stimulus objects as 
aoove, the initial discrimination between black and white 
is learned to the established criterion. At this point, cues 
along the previously irrelevant stimulus, shape, dimension 
become relevant while brightness becomes irrelevant. 
Buss presented human £s with stimuli differing in 
shape, color, area, and height. However, only one of these 
stimulus dimensions was relevant to the solution of the problem. 
FollOWing this training, £s were presented with a second task 
containing the same stimulus dimensions as the first. The 
tasl\: was designed such that §.S had the option of solving the 
problem by using either a reversal or nonreversal shift strat­
egy. Results indicated that 72 percent of the £8 solved the 
problem by using a reversal shift, While 28 percent employed 
a nonreversal shift. 
In the present study, ~s were presented with four 
different four-choice probability tasks. The tasks differed 
in that the most frequently presented alternative reqUired 
a different choice response in each test. v~o predictions 
were made. The first was that the first test presented should 
reflect the least efficient rate of responding and the last 
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test should reflect the most efficient rate of responding. 
ThiR would represent the acquisition of a learning set. The 
second prediction was that that test in which the position 
of the most frequently presented alternative in the pre­
training session was interchanged with the position of the 
least frequently presented pretraining session alternative 
should present the most difficult transfer taslI. 
In summary, the present study assessed the performa.nce 
of hUII19.,n adult Ss 1J.Jho were presented wi th a frau-choice prob­
ability task in which two incentive levels were manipulated. 
Ss were presented with four probability tasks to observe 
transfer of learning. Additionally, e.s' efficiency in re­
sponding to shifts in the reinforced alternative was tested. 
It was expected that; 1) the higher incentive group would 
adopt a rt1£Lximizing strategy of responding While the lower 
incentive group '\'!Ould adopt a probability matching strategy 
of responding; 2) the first test presented to each S that 
differed from the pretraining test would yield poor per­
formance; J) the easiest test for Ss to learn v-Jould be the 
test corresponding to the pretraining test, and the most 
difficult test would be the one in which the most frequently 
presented alternative (AJas locatRd in the posi tion of the 
least frequently presented pretraining alternative. 
CHAPTEH II 
HETHOD 
sUbjects 
:£i'orty-ei ght Drake Universi ty students enrolled in 
the Introductory Psychology class were used in the experiment. 
All S8 were between the ages of 18 and 25. The Ss Were 
assigned to groups independent of sex. Each group contained 
21~ Ss. All Ss vIere given class ered! t for participating. 
Apparatus 
An "R" shaped booth was used for this study. Panels 
were placed on each side of the booth in order to decrease 
visual distractions. A ledge was available for S's use as a 
table ~\Ihi seated at the panel. The S faced a center stim­
ulus panel which contained four green plexiglass plates. 
The four plates were presented in a square pattern on the 
center st1:mulus panel. Figure 1 indicates the dimensions 
of the booth. Above the top two green plates was a red plexi­
glass plate. A slot was positioned above §'s Ie on the 
rl,'sht side of the stimulus pane1. 
vIas a blue plexi BS plate. Each transluscent plexiglass 
plate Was illuminated froD the rear by a 15-watt light bulb. 
Positioned in the center of ~'s ledge Was a SWitch box with 
four tOEc;le S1'Ji tches posi tioned in the same tern as the 
green lichts. These Shi1 tches vIere 1tJired to liljht the e;reen 
squares. 
e E WRS positioned on the opposite side of SIS 
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Fig. 1. Apparatus 
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stimulus panel. A ledge was provided for E's switch box. 
The switch box consisted of two rows of five sWitches and 
one row of small l:l.ght bulbs connected to S' S s"\o'1i tch box. 
These lights indicated a sv.ri tch closure by S. One rO'lr-J" of 
switches on &'S panel could independently light the four green 
squares. The second row of sWitches was connected into the 
cirelli try so that a green square l,'JOuld light only when both 
~'s 8vI1 tch and §.' s corresponding swi tch were closed. The 
fifth switch in each of the rows on E's panel lighted either 
the red "ready" cue light or the blue light 1tJhich indicated 
to S that a poker chip was to be returned to E. 
Procedure 
Each S 1IIaS asked to be seated in front of the stimulus 
panel. Instructions were given for £ to guess Which one of 
the eTeen panels Hould light. S vJas told to do this by manip­
ulating one of the four switches on the ledge each time S 
sav~ the red light 1i t. If no green square '~las illuminated 
i rr1Flediately after a S'\Iri tch lilas clos8(1. ~ 1'iaS instructed to 
place a poker chip in the slot when the blue light was lit. 
See APpendiX A for the instructions. Each S was given one 
poker chip for each trial that was presented. 
One hundred and tvrenty trials were presented wi thout 
interruption (luring the training session. The probabillty 
scheme used for the training session was composed of the 
followlnp ratio of presentations. Li 
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time I light III appe.a.red 6.25 percent of the time; and t light 
IV appeared 18.75 percent of the time. The lights Were 
numbered ina clockwise rn.anner for the purpose of identifi­
cation. The upper left light WQS called light I. The order 
of light presentations was random within the given percen­
tage parameters. The percentage of light presentations was 
generated by mUltiplying the row and column probabilities 
of .75 and .25. See Appendix C for the specific ratio of 
light presentation. Upon completion of the training session, 
Ss were given a five minute rest period. 
Each trial in both the training and test sessions 
Was presented in the following manner. Prior to lighting 
the red trial light, ~ act!vated. one of the B t s swi tches. 
If S closed this sWitch, the appropriate green plate lit 
immediately and S ws.sglven one poker chip through the slot 
below the blue plate. If an incorrect response was made, 
the blue plate was lit until S returned one poker chip through 
the slot below the blue plate. If ~ did not respond, he was 
told to do so. The blue light was then turned off and the 
correct green plate was lighted indicating the appropriate 
response for that trial. No time limit Was placed on S for 
guessing. 
The first 24 Ss tested Were assigned to an Equitable 
Wage group so that a mean score could be derived and used as 
a known criterion score for the Gambling Wage group. An 
eqUitable wage condition waS defined as two-thirds (two clock 
17 
hours) of the laboratory participation requirement for SS 
in the Introductory Psychology course. Each S Was required 
to participate in laboratory experimentation for three hours 
during the course of the semester. The gambling wage con­
dition was defined as the opportunity of gaining credit for 
the full laboratory participation requirement (three clock 
hours). Here, ~s were told that meeting the established 
criterion. the mean score of the Equitable Wage group, would 
result in full credit. However, if this criterion was not 
met, ~ would only receive one-third of the requirement, or 
one hour of credit. All Ss received the same number of trials 
under similar conditions without regard to type of wage group. 
The only variation made for the test sessions Was in 
the instructions. See APpendix B for complete wording of 
instructions. The instructions given to the EqUitable Wage 
group indicated that two hours of credit would be given and 
that ~ would receive one poker chip for each trial to be 
given during the test session. The Gambling Wage group in­
structions made the same statement concerning the poker chips 
and gave the guidelines for earning credit based on meeting 
a 160 poker chip reqUirement. One hour of credit Was to be 
given if less than 160 poker chips remained at the end of 
the test session. Three hours of credit Were to be given 
if 160 or more poker chips remained at the end of the test 
seSSion. Each S was given one poker chip for each trial to 
be presented (240 trials) during the test session. 
18 
Test I had the same probabilities associated with 
the same ehoices as the practice session. Tests II, III, 
and IV also used the same probabilities, but the choice re­
sponses associated with each probability differed from that 
used in Test I. Each of these patterns was rr,enerated by 
mani pulating the m<:1rginal probabi Ii ties of the rov'lS and 
columns so that each of the four positions was the roost fre­
quently presented alternative for one of the four tests. 
'Ihl S Irani pulation of the marginal probabi Ii ties also kept 
the relative position of the individual probabilities similar, 
i.e. t the least presented and most frequent alternatives were 
always in dlarr,onally positioned quadrants. Appendix C indi­
cates the probabilities and choice responses assoelated with 
each test. 
The four test conditions were presented to Ss in a 
CQunter-balcmced orde r. The data vIere analyzed by the Complex 
Latin Square Design and other statistical methods to be men­
tioned. The order of presentation for the test session as 
randomly derived l'JaS as follo"\-\ls : Group A - IV, III, II, I : 
Group B 
-
I t IV, III, II; Group C - II, I , rr\j , III; and 
1,-.-.J.i.OL·1')1 'L·· I l-r II I t I'V • Thi s order Has used for both;- ..L, t 
the EqUitable group and the Gambling Haf~;e group. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 
Pretraining 
All Ss were presented with 120 probability learning 
trials during pretraining. Figure 2 indicates the mean per­
centage of correct responses in blocks of ten trials for Ss 
in the Equitable Wage (EW) and Gambling Wage (GW) groups. 
A Two Factor Mixed Design Analysis of Variance (Bruning & 
Kintz, 1968) applied to the 120 trials of pretraining revealed 
that the performance of the two groups did not differ sig­
nificantly from each other, f(l,46) = 0.67, E .05. However, 
performance was significantly different than chance, 25 per­
cent correct responding, as Ss improved over the course of 
training, f(ll,506) = 4.14, £ .001. The statistical analysis 
also indicated that although the EW and GW groups were per­
forming at approximately the same level at the end of pre­
training, approximately 35.00 percent correct responses, the 
GW group reached this level faster than the EW group, F(ll,506) = 
5.72, E .001. 
In order to assess the pattern of Ss' responses to 
each of the four alternatives - choices in the probability 
learning task - the mean percentage of responses and standard 
deviations to each of the alternatives were computed for the 
last 20 trials of the pretralning. AS can be seen in Table 
1, both the EW and GW groups approximated the actual fre­
quencies of each of the four alternatives. In addition to 
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Fig. 2. Percentage of correct respon­
ses by incentive group during the pre­
training session. 
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TABLE 1
 
Choice Behavior to Four Alternatives by Incentive Group
 
During Last 20 Trials of PretrQining Session
 
Group 
Expected 
EltJ 
GiN 
% 
% 
3D 
'f!,
IV 
3D 
Alterna.tive 
1 2 :3 4 
56.25 18.75 6.25 18.75 
61.05 17.30 5.84 15.84 
0.46 10.48 0.27 0.39 
61.88 19.80 6.25 12.09 
0.57 0.52 0.27 0.37 
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the group means, the pattern of responding to the four al­
ternatives Was also analyzed according to the performance 
of each~. Figure 3 depicts the percentage of responses made 
by Ss to each of the four alternatives. Again, these data 
indicate that ~s' responses to each of the four alternatives 
closely approximated the actual percentage of presentation. 
In order to more specifically indicate how closely ~s matched 
the actual percentage of presentation of each of the four 
alternatives, the percentage of ~s responding t 10 percent 
of the actual frequency of presentation of each alternative 
was computed. From Figure 3, it can be seen that 47.92 per­
cent of the Ss approximated the actual percentage of presen­
tation for light cells II, III, and IV were 31.25 percent, 
29.17 percent, and 37.50 percent within! 20 percent. 
Test Session 
During the test sessions Which followed pretraining, 
each S was presented With 60 trials to each of the four prob­
ability schemes displayed in Appendix C. Thus, a total of 
240 trials were given during the test sessions. The order 
of test presentation was random for each sub-group Within 
each incentive group. A Complex Latin Square Design (Bruning 
& Kintz, 1968) was used to evaluate the total number of correct 
responses during each of the four tests. Figure 4 indicates 
that, over all tests, Ss in the GW group made significantly 
more correct responses than Ss in the EW group, K(1,40) = 
5.91, E .025. In addition, the performance of Ss differed 
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significantly across the four tests, F(3,120) = 4.70, £ .005. 
In general, performance on Test I, the same probability 
scheme used during pretraining, was better than performance 
on Tests II, III, and IV. This finding was especially ap­
parent for ~s in the EW group. Ss in the EW group made a 
lower percentage of correct responses on Tests II, III, and 
IV than did ~s in the GW group. In addition, the performance 
of the EW group was noticeably lower than that which would 
have been expected for Ss who were responding in a manner 
which approximated the actual frequency of presentation of 
each of the four alternatives. 
In order to more accurately assess the locus of dif­
ference between the EW and GW groups during testing, a statis­
tical analysis was conducted on the number of correct responses 
made in blocks of 20 trials for each of the tests as a function 
of incentive groups. This data is illustrated in Figure 5. 
A Three-Factor Mixed Design: Repeated Measures on Two Factors 
(Bruning & Kintz, 1968) applied to the data indicated that 
Ss in the GW group made significantly more correct responses 
than did SS in the EW group, ~(1,528) = 52.22, E .001. In 
addition, the performance of all Ss on Test I was better than 
on Tests II, III, and IV, K(3,276 ) = 32.22, E .001. Finally, 
Figure 5 indicates that the percentage of correct responses 
for Ss within each incentive group did increase by blockS 
of trials, F(2,276) = 42.89, E .001. In Test I, the test 
that corresponded to the probability scheme presented during 
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pretraining, the EW group reached the peak rate of responding 
during the middle 20 trials. The EW group increased in per­
centage of correct responding across all trials during Test 
II and III While Test IV was responded to in a similar pat­
tern to Test II On the other hand, the GW group appeared 
to improve in percentage of correct responding from the first 
20 trials, and approximated a plateau pattern of responding 
between the middle 20 trials and the last 20 trials of each 
test. 
In order to assess the pattern of Ss' responses to 
each of the four alternatives - choices in the probability 
learning task - the mean percentage of responses and standard 
deviations to each of the alternatives were computed for the 
last 20 trials of each test for each incentive group. As 
can be seen in Table 2, both the EW and GW groups generally 
approximated the actual frequency of presentation of each 
alternative across all four tests. However, the mean per­
centage of responses of £s in the GW group was greater than 
that of SS in the EW group to the most highly probable alter­
native, the 56.25 percent light, on all tests except Test II. 
Similarly, the GW group made a lower percentage of responses 
to the least probable alternative, the 6.25 light, on all 
tests. This finding is best represented by Table J which 
depicts the ratio of high probability alternative responses 
to low probability alternative responses for the two incen­
tive groups across all four testS. AS can be seen, although 
TABLE 2
 
Choice Behavior by Incentive Group
 
During Last 20 Trials of Each Test
 
Given in the Test Session 
Group 1 2 
Test 1* 
3 4 1 
Test 
2 
II 
J 4 
Expected 
E\4 
GW 
% 
% 
SD 
% 
SD 
56.25 
61.46 
1. 52 
62.92 
1.11 
18.75 
13.96 
0.58 
15.42 
1.34 
6.25 
9.17 
0.49 
5.42 
0.42 
18.75 
15.42 
0.56 
16.25 
0.68 
18.75 
16.67 
0.80 
26.88 
1.90 
56.25 
55.84 
2.82 
52.92 
2.29 
18.75 
16.67 
0.87 
14•.38 
0.90 
6.25 
10.84 
1.09 
5.84 
0.20 
1 
Test 
2 
III 
3 4 1 
Test 
2 
IV 
3 4 
Expected 
ElrJ 
ew 
% 
% 
SD 
er!Ii,) 
SD 
6.25 
10.00 
0.86 
5.84 
0.56 
18.75 
18.34 
0.76 
15.84 
0.51 
56.25 
55.00 
0.93 
62.30 
1.49 
18.75 
16.67 
0.85 
16.05 
0.49 
18.75 
17.09 
0.94 
17.30 
1. 34 
6.25 
14.80 
0.72 
4.59 
0.47 
18.75 
13.55 
0.83 
15.42 
1.02 
56.25 
54.59 
1.52 
62.71 
2.94 
*Thls 1s the same pattern that was presented during the pretraining session. 
I\) 
co 
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TABLE J 
Choice Behavior Ratios of the Most Frequently 
Presented Alternative and Least Frequently 
Presented Alternative During the Last 20 
Trials Given During Each Test of the Test Session 
Group Test I Test II Test III Test IV 
EW 
GW 
6.70~1 
11.6111 
5.1.5:1 
9.0611 
.5 • .50:1 
10.6711 
3.6911 
13. 66~1 
The expected choice behavior ratio of Most Frequently Pre­
sented Alternative: Least Frequently Presented Alternative 
is 911. 
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both the EW and GW groups responded a greater percentage 
of the time to the most probable alternative than the least 
probable alternative, the performance of the GW group was 
consistantly above the predicted ratio, 9:1, while the EW 
group was below this predicted ratio. The result of this 
pattern of responding yielded a higher percentage of correct 
responses for Ss in the GW group than SS in the EW group. 
In order to more accurately indicate how closely in­
dividual Ss matched the actual percentage of presentation 
of each of the four alternatives during the last 20 trials 
of each of the four tests, the choice behaVior was analyzed 
by determining the percentage of Ss responding Within t 10 
and ± 20 percent of the actual rate of presentation. Figures 
6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d indicate this choice behavior data. From 
these figures, it can be seen that in Test I, 25 percent of 
the Ss in the EW group and JJ.J4 percent of the SS in the 
GW group approximated the actual rate of presentation within 
± 10 percent of the actual rate of light cell I (presentated 
on 56.25 percent of the trials). The percentages of Ss matching 
the actual percentages on light cells II (presented on 18.75 
percent of the trials), III (presented 6.25 percent), and IV 
(presented 18.75 percent) were 12.50 percent, 20,84 percent, 
and 37.50 percent for the EW group and 20.84 percent, 16.67 
percent, and 25.00 percent for the GW group, respectively. 
At the ± 20 percent range from the actual rate of presentation, 
75 percent of the EW group and 58.34 percent of the GW group 
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Vlerc found to be approximating the actual rate for light 
cell I. The percentages of Ss matching the actual percentages 
on light cells II, III, and IV were 45.84 percent, 20.84 
percent, and 58.34 percent for the EW group and 37.50 percent, 
16.67 percent, and 41.67 percent for the GW group, respec­
tively. 
The percentage of £s responding ! 10 percent and ! 20 
percent to the four alternatives on Tests I, II, III, and IV 
are presented in Table 4. As can be seen, Ss in both the 
EW and GW groups have responded in a manner Which closely 
approxir~tes the actual frequency of presentation on each 
test. 
No evidence lIms found to support ei ther a transfer 
of learning effect or that the test in Which the most fre­
quent and least frequent were reversed from the pretraining 
probability scheme would be more difficult than the other 
three tests. Table 5 indicates these percentages. Test I, 
which corresponds to the pretraining probability, was re­
sponded to more correctly than the other three tests which did 
not differ from each other. 
[verall, the GW group performed better than the EW 
group. A sIgnificant difference existed between the tests. 
The G~ group responded more frequently to the most frequently 
presented alternative than the group. However, no support 
was found for a transfer of learning hypothesis or the poth-
PRis that the test which reversed the positions of the 
- -
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TABLE 4 
Percentage of Ss in the Equitable Wage and Gambling Wage 
Groups Responding +10 and +20 Percent to Each of the 
Four Alternatives on Tests It II, III, and IV 
Equitable Wage Gambling Wage 
Test Choice 10% 20% 10% 20;~ 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
25.00 
12.50 
20.84 
37.50 
16.67 
33.34 
16.67 
25.00 
12.50 
29.17 
50.00 
12.50 
12.50 
16.67 
12.50 
41.67 
75.00 
45.84 
20.84 
58.34 
41.67 
58.34 
45.84 
25.00 
12.50 
45.84 
66.67 
29.17 
25.00 
16.67 
33.34 
70.84 
33.34 
20.84 
16.67 
25.00 
8.34 
37.50 
12.50 
33.34 
20.84 
20.84 
33.34 
33.34 
20.84 
29.17 
12.50 
29.17 
58.34 
37.50 
16.67 
41.67 
25.00 
62.50 
33.34 
33.34 
20.84 
29.17 
54.17 
33.34 
29.17 
29.17 
25.00 
33.34 
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TABLE :5
 
Correct Responses Summated
 
by Test During the Test Session
 
Correct Responses 
Incentive 
Groups Test I 
39.04­
39.4-5 
38.75 
39.10 
Test II 
39.04­
34.80 
35.28 
35.04 
Test III 
39.04 
32.99 
36.95 
34.97 
Test IV 
39.04 
32.50 
32.50 
34.76 
Predicted 
Equitable 
vJage 
Gambling 
It/age 
rrotal 
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most frequently and least frequently presented alternatIves 
from that presented durIng pretraining would be the most 
difficult to learn. 
CHAPrER IV 
DISCUSSION 
The present study sought to investigate the behavior 
of human ~s in a four choice probability learning task. An 
incentive factor, constant or variable experiment partici­
pation credit, was also introduced into the design of the 
study. This was done to assess whether or not response strate­
gies would be altered as a function of the type of incentive 
given for participating in the experiment. Previous research 
has shown that human Ss ordinarily probability match in a 
probability learning task (Grant, Hake, & Hornseth, 1951). 
However, ~s who are given large quantities of incentive for 
correct responding may adopt a probability maximiZing strategy 
(Edwards, 1956). A further goal of the present study was to 
assess the performance of 2s exposed to a number of different 
four choice probability learning tasks. A number of studies 
investigating learning tasks have found interproblem improve­
rnent in performance when the tasks were of the same general 
nature (Postman & Schwartz, 1964). 
During the pretraining session, £s were observed to 
improve with training within the pretraining problem. Ss 
were found to perform above the chance level and were correct 
on 40.63 percent of the trials. The expected rate of correct 
responding was 39~07 percent. This approximates the actual 
result as was expected. The choice behaVior analysis of pre-
training indicated that SS detected the relative frequency 
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of presentation of each of the alternatives. That is, the 
percentages of Sse responses to the four alternatives were 
similar to the actual frequencies of presentation. Ss re­
sponded the most to the highest probability alternatives, 
least to the lowest probability alternative, and intermediately 
to the rnd-range probability alternatives. A similar result 
was also reported by Grant, Hake, and Hornseth (1951). 1'hus, 
it appears that hUfJ~"n S8 can discrirrdnate a four choice 
probability task in a 8iIT~lar manner to that found to occur 
in a hIo choice probabili ty task. In addi tion, a matching 
pattern of responding also occurs in the four choice prob­
abi Ii ty tas}~. 
All Ss in the pretraining session t;'>Tere presented wi th 
the identical probability task under identical conditions. 
Hov<Tever, during the test session, £s were placed in one of 
two groups with each group receiving a different level of 
incentive. The results indicated that the GW group exceeded 
the EW group in percentage of correct responding. This 
indicated that the .§.S 1IJhose perfOrr19J1Ce on the probabili ty 
tasl\: c3eterrclined the amount of credi t recei vecl for partici­
rating in the experiment, the GW group, performed better 
than Ss whose perforn~nce on the task in no way affected 
the credit received for participating in the experiment. 
'Thi s finclinEs supports the reBul ts of a study b;'l EdvTards (1956) 
which showed that S8 receiving a high incentive perform better 
than S8 receivinB a low incentive. 
Within each of the four tests, Ss were not fOQnd to 
learn the tasles in a similar pattern. The greatest percentage 
of correct responses was found to occur in both the middle 
20 and last 20 trials of each test. Thi s occurred 'wi thin 
both incentlve groups. In addi tion, the GkJ group exceedeo_ 
the group percentage of correct responses on all tests 
except the test that corresponded to the probability scheme 
presented in the pretraining session. In this latter test, 
Test I, both groups responded at approximately the same level. 
It was anticipated that a learning to learn effect 
would occur across the four tests. However, no consistant 
pattern of improvement from test to test was observed. Pre-
vi OllS research (Pas tman & Sch'\'Jartz, 1964) has demonstrated 
p transfer of learning phenomenon vJi th human §.s. One pos­
sible explanation for the result in the present experiment 
mi,:::;ht be that an insufficient number of transf(-~r tasks 1'Jere 
'<Ten to demonstrate learning to le/clrn. In previous learning 
to learn studies (Harlm'J, 1949) hundreds of probleills "it'Jere 
given before inter-problem improvement was noted. However, 
in the pre f3cmt stuely, only four trans fer tasks T'Jere g1ven. 
Another possi b1e reason for the lade of a learninG to learn 
findinG was the difficulty of the four choice probability 
Dtas Learnlnc to learn has ordinarily been demonstrated 
only u8in[~ sirnple tl"o-choice discriY'unation tr1s1-::s (EnrIoH, 
191:>9). EovTever t there are some di~r!Onstr::lti ons of 1earni nc~ 
c~:t ',Jl' -tv, ' <:J - -. le[lrnin L , +-0I" l''''''Y'n-.-i.- \... :. ~_. ,. . .' I ]'1")11c>YJ".... l~'1.. _- . .I_A _~ J' n ve:rb!i]. - -- . qJ : eXl.)erimenti::~ (Po~:;tr>J.n. ..I. .' 
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& Schwartz, 1964). 
It was anticipated that the test in which the position 
of most frequently and least frequently presented alternative 
was opposite to that presented in the pretraining session 
would be more difficult to learn than any of the other three 
tests. However, the data did not support this finding. The 
results indicated that ~s, without regard to incentive group, 
performed the best in the test that corresponded to the prob­
ability scheme presented in pretraining. The other three 
tests were responded to with approximately the same level 
of correctness. This occurrence would seem to indicate that 
the position of presentation of the most frequent alternative 
was not significant in determining ~'s ability to respond 
correctly. The ability to respond to the probability schemes 
seemed to be a function of similarity to the pretraining 
scheme. 
With respect to the two incentive groups, it was ob­
served that both groups responded to the probability schemes 
presented by approximating the actual rates of presentation 
of each alternative. This finding was expected if SS were 
employing a probability matching strategy. However, one 
distinct pattern was detected in the two incentive groups. 
In all of the tests, the GW group exceeded the EW group per­
centage of responses to the most frequently presented alter­
native. Conversely, the EW group exceeded the GW group per­
centage of responses to the least frequently presented 
4J
 
alternative. This difference in choice behavior increased 
the probability of correct responding for the GW group and 
decreased the probability of correct responding for the EW 
group. Based on this observation, there is some indication 
that human Ss reduce a four choice probability task to a 
two alternative task by summating responses of the most fre­
quent and least frequent alternatives as opposed to the two 
neutral alternatives. It then appears that Ss respond to 
the most frequent-least frequent summating as previous re­
search has indicated for a two-choice probability task. 
However, this hypothesiS should be tested by additional 
research before being accepted. 
This study has indicated that human ~s are capable 
of learning a four choice probability learning task. As 
previous cited research indicated, human §.S probability 
matching pattern (Grant, Hake, & Hornseth, 1951). Neither 
the expected transfer of learning effect nor inter-test dif­
ficulty effect was observed. The GW group responded more 
correctly than did the EW group. In addition, the GW group 
distributed a greater percentage of choices to the most fre­
quently presented alternative than did the EW group. This 
apparently accounted for the difference between the two in­
centive groups' percentage of correct responding. 
This stUdy was conducted to observe human behavior 
in a more complex probability learning task than had been 
used in previous research. It is felt that this type of 
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task should be investigated in future research. The indi­
cation that human Ss reduce the four choice situation to a 
two choice situation would appear to offer further information 
on human behavior in a complex task. 
The incentive factor seemed to have an important effect, 
i.e., the GW group performed better than the EW group. How­
ever, the GW group did not approximate a maximizing strategy 
as other studies have found (Edwards, 1956). In future re­
search, it is suggested that a stronger incentive might 
elicit a maXimizing strategy. Another consideration for 
future research is that the probability scheme used during 
testing should not be the same as that in pretraining. More­
over, if a transfer of learning effect is desired, then, 
perhaps, a greater number of transfer tests should be used. 
The overall findings indicated that ~sr performance 
is influenced by incentive and ~s do probability match in a 
four choice probability task. However, under the conditions 
presented, human ~s do not exhibit inter-problem improvement. 
The continued investigation of the incentive variable seems 
particularlY important for an understanding of response 
strategies used in probability learning tasks. Although 
some experimental investigations have found that humans 
(Grant, Hake, & Hornseth, 1951), in two choice probability 
tasks, ordinarily probability match, increasing the incen­
tive can change that strategy to the most efficient one, 
probability maXimizing. MaximiZing was not observed for 
the group in the present eXIJeriment, although that group 
did. perform Inore efficiently than the B\oJ group. 'l1rJO hypoth­
88CS SE~em qui te plausible in accounting for this fincling I 
the G\i[ incentive El9.nipulation l'\laS weak; and, or the task 
too difficult to generate w~xin~lly efficient responding. 
Thus, tvJO vrays of demonstrating IT1Bximlzing in a four choice 
prooability task might be to increase incentive or to increase 
the number of trials on each of the transfer tasks. 
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APPENDIX A
 
Instructions Given to Ss at Beginning
 
of Pretraining Session
 
During this session, you are going to be asked to 
learn a probability strategy and then be tested on your 
degree of learning of the strategy. 
In front of you is a panel with four green squares 
numbered one through four and a switch box with four sWitches 
similarly numbered with activate the corresponding lights 
behind each green square. At your right is a box containing 
some poker chips. Each time the small red light above the 
green squares lights up, you will make a guess as to which 
of the green squares will be lit by sWitching one of the 
four switches in front of you. If you are correct in your 
guess, the green square will light up immediately and a poker 
chip will come through the narrow slot just above the poker 
chip box. If you are incorrect in your guess, no green light 
will appear and you must place one poker chip in the chute 
above the poker chip box, at which time you will be shown 
which choice was correct. You will then reset your sWitch 
to the off position and await the next trial. Questions 
t'J"ill be answered now, as there will be no conversation during 
the test session. 
--------------------....
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APPENDIX B
 
Instructions Given to Sa at the Beginning
 
of the Test Session
 
Equitable Wage Group 
You are now entering the test sessions. The rules 
have been slightly altered since you have drawn a red marble. 
You now have one poker chip in the box for each trial you will 
be given. Again, a correct response will earn you one poker 
chip and an incorrect response will require that you return 
one poker chip to the chute. Your goal is to accumulate as 
many poker chips as possible. For your efforts, you will 
receive two hours credit toward your laboratory participation 
reqUirement for Psychology 51. 
Gambling Wage Group 
You are now entering the test sessions. The rules 
have been altered since you have drawn a white marble. You 
now have one poker chip in the box for each trial you will be 
given. Again, a correct response will earn you one poker chip 
and an incorrect response will require that you return one 
poker chip to the chute. Your goal is to accumulate as many 
poker chips as possible because if you are able to accumulate 
160 poker chips at the end of the test session, you will be 
given three hours of credit toward your laboratory participation 
reqUirement for Psychology 51. However, if you fall short of 
this number, you w111 be given only one hour credit. 
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APPENDIX C
 
Probability Schemes Presented to Ss
 
During the Test Session
 
Test 1* Test II 
.75 
.25 
.25 
.75 
.75 .25 
light 1 light 2 
56.25 18.75 
light 4 light 3 
18.75 6.25 
Test III 
.25 .75 
light 1 light 2 
6.25 18.75 
light 4 light 3 
18.75 56.25 
.75 
.25 
.25 
.75 
.25 .75 
light 1 light 2 
18.75 56.25 
light 4 light 3 
6.25 18.75 
Test IV 
.75 .25 
light 1 light 2 
18.75 6.25 
light 4 light 3 
56.25 18.75 
*This probability scheme corresponds to the scheme presented 
to all Ss during the pretralning session. 
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APPENDIX D
 
Analysis of Variance Table of the
 
Two Factor Mixed Design as
 
Applied to the Full 120 Trials
 
of the Pretraining Session
 
Source 
'rota.l 
Between SS
-
Incentive
 
Error (b)
 
tH thin SS

-
Trial Blocks 
'rrial Blocks x Incentive 
Error (w) 
SS 9l'. ms
-
F E 
1722.64 
192.64 
2.78 
189.86 
1530.00 
113.31 
156.64 
1260.05 
575 
47 
1 
46 
528 
11 
11 
506 
-­
-­
2.78 
4.13 
2.90 
10.30 
14.24 
2.49 
-­
-­
0.67 
-­
1.16 
4.14 
5.72 
-­
-­
-­
n. s. 
-­
n. s. 
.001 
.001 
-­
~------------------"11
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APPENDIX E 
Summary Table for 
Replicated Latin Square Design of 
Test Session Data (60 Trials per Test) 
Source S3 df IDS F P 
Total 3038.22 191 -­ -­ -­
Between Ss 706.07 47 -­ -­ -­
Incentive 73.75 1 73.75 5·91 .025 
Test x order(b) 17.55 3 5.85 .47 n. s. 
Test x Order(b) 
x Incentive(b) 115.37 3 38.46 J.08 .050 
Error(b) 499.40 40 12.49 -­ -­
\1-11 thin S8
-
2332.75 144 -­ -­ -­
Test 226.97 3 75.66 4.70 .005 
Order 7.76 3 2.59 .16 n.s. 
Test x Order(w) 40.29 6 6.72 .42 n. s. 
Test x Incentive 85.06 3 28.36 1.77 n. s. 
other x Incentive 31.27 3 10.43 .65 n. s. 
Test x Order x 
Incentlve(w) 10.36 6 1. 73 .11 n.s. 
Error(w) 1931.04 120 16.10 -­ -­
~------------------
APPENDIX F
 
Analysis of Variance Table of the
 
Three-Factor Mixed DesignsRepeated Measures on Two Factors
 
as APplied to the Test Session Blocked by 20 Trials
 
and Incentive Groups
 
Source SS
-
df
-
ros 
_.... -
F l? 
Total 3436.29 575 -­ -­ --
BetNeen Ss
-
30.71 47 -­ -­ -­
Incentive 255.88 1 255.88 52.22 .001 
Error(b) 225.17 46 4.90 -­ -­
l.ji thin SS 3108.41 528 -­ -­ -­
Trial Grouping 266.76 2 133.38 42.89 .001 
Test 100.48 3 33.50 32.22 .001 
I x 1'G 5.42 2 2.71 .44 n.s. 
I x Test 18.65 3 6.22 5.98 .001 
TG x Test 25.87 6 4.32 1. 01 n.s. 
I x 'T'i"'"l x Test""-'..J' 25.20 6 4.20 .99 n. S • 
Error(l) 571. 98 92 6.22 -­ -­
Error(2) 142.66 138 1.04 -­ -­
Error()) 1179.23 276 J.}.28 -­ -­
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APPENDIX G
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Based on 120 Trials Per £) 
Group S	 Equitable \~age 
A 1	 31.67 
2	 38.34 
3	 40.00 
4	 32.50 
5	 30.84 
6 35·00 
Total 34.37 
B 1	 31.67 
2	 30.84 
3	 33.34 
4	 40.00 
32,505 
6 27.50 
Total J2.64 
c 1	 30.00 
2	 32.50 
J4.173 
4	 43.34 
41.675 6 JO.84 
Total 35.42 
28.34D 1 
2	 33.34 
31.673 
4	 32.50 28.345 
6	 36.37 31.81Total 
Gambling Wage 
29.17 
31.67 
45.00 
37.50 
47.50 
26.67 
36.25 
41.67 
37.50 
36.37 
36.37 
30.84 
JO.OO 
35.56 
3J,J4 
J1.67 
21.67 
31.67 
35.00 
42.50 
32.64 
35.84 
J2.50 
29.17 
39.17 
41.67 
J2.50 
34.87 
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APPENDIX H 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior 
During Pretraining by Incentive Group
 
(Based on 120 Trials Per S)
 
Group S 
A 1
 
2
 
3
 
4
 
5
 
6
 
Total
 
B 1 
Equitable Wage Gambling Wage 
Alternatives Alternatives 
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
47.50 23.34 9.17 20.00 40.00 25.84 9.17 25.00 
54.17 15.84 12.50 17.50 41.67 31.67 11.67 15.00 
47.50 10.84 10.84 30.84 58.34 19.17 6.67 15.84 
44.17 22.50 17.50 15.84 61.67 10.00 3.34 25.00 
41.67 25.00 12.50 20.84 65.84 16.67 4.17 13.34 
49.17 25.84 11. 67 13.34 35.84 24.17 28.34 11. 67 
47.37 20.56 12.37 19.73 50.56 21.25 10.56 17.64 
55.00 13.34 9.17 22.50 51.67 25.00 6.67 16.67 
47.50 20.84 10.00 21. 67 52.50 19.17 7.50 20.84 
48.34 29.17 11.67 10.84 56.67 14.17 8.34 20.84 
55.00 19.17 4.17 21.67 47.50 20.00 14.17 18.34 ~4.17 23.34 13.34 19.17 45.84 23.34 6.67 24.17 
45.84 27.50 11.67 15.00 39.17 33.34 11. 67 15.84 
49.31 22.23 10.00 18.48 48.89 22.50 9.17 19.45 
~7. 50 24.17 12.50 15.84 51.67 20.84 14.17 13.34 
41.67 22.50 13.34 22.50 50.84 21. 67 5.00 22.50 
~O. 84 21. 67 16.67 20.84 34.17 26.67 10.00 29.17 
43.34 26.67 7.50 22.50 50.84 15.84 15.84 17·50 
50.84 27.50 7.50 14.17 55.00 22.50 11.67 10.84 
48.34 25.84 13.34 12.50 77.50 12.50 3.34 6.67 
45.42 24.73 11.81 18.06 53.34 20.00 10.00 16.67 
45.00 22.50 20.00 12.50 54.17 20.84 5.00 20.00 
43.34 15.84 20.00 20.84 47.50 21.67 14.17 16.67 
59.17 17.50 12.50 10.84 44.17 24.17 11.67 20.00 
43.34 33.34 5.00 18.34 53.34 20.00 5.00 21.67 
45.84 32.50 5.84 15.84 65.00 12.50 9.17 13.34 
53.34 20.00 5.00 21. 67 42.50 25.00 5.00 27.50 
48.34 23.62 11.39 16.67 51.12 20.70 8.34 19.87 
t
2
 II
 
3
 r,4
 
5
 
6
 
Total
 
c 1
 
2
 
3
 
4
 
5
 
6
 
Total
 
D 1 
2
 
3
 
4
 
5
 
6
 
Total
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APPENDIX I
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior
 
During Pretraining by Incentive Group
 
(Based on Last 20 Trials Per s)
 
= 
Equi table tiage Gambling Wage 
Alternatives Alternatives 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
A 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
~5. 00 
65.00 
18.00 
40.00 
65.00 
35.00 
56.67 
20.00 
10.00 
-­
30.00 
20.00 
35.00 
19.17 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
-­
5.00 
10.00 
7.50 
25.00 
15.00 
-­
30.00 
10.00 
20.00 
16.67 
45.00 
65.00 
80.00 
75.00 
65.00 
55.00 
64.17 
35.00 
20.00 
5.00 
-­
35.00 
20.00 
19.17 
5.00 
5.00 
-­
-­
-­
15.00 
4.17 
15.00 
10.00 
15.00 
25.00 
-­
10.00 
12.50 
B 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
65.00 
55.00 
55·00 
70.00 
55.00 
70.00 
61.67 
10.00 
10.00 
45.00 
5.00 
20.00 
5.00 
15.84 
10.00 
10.00 
-­
5.00 
-­
5.00 
5·00 
15.00 
25.00 
-­
20.00 
25.00 
20.00 
17.50 
45.00 
75.00 
50.00 
65.00 
55.00 
65.00 
60.84 
If5.00 
20.00 
30.00 
15.00 
30.00 
20.00 
26.67 
-­
-­
5.00 
5.00 
-­
5.00 
2.50 
10.00 
5.00 
15.00 
5.00 
15.00 
10.00 
10.00 
c 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
75.00 
55.00 
45.00 
60.00 
75·00 
80.00 
65.00 
20.00 
20.00 
20.00 
10.00 
25.00 
5·00 
16.67 
-­
-­
10.00 
15.00 
-­
-­
4.17 
5.00 
2.5.00 
25.00 
15.00 
-­
15.00 
14.17 
65.00 
45.00 
60.00 
90.00 
50.00 
100.00 
68.34 
20.00 
30.00 
30.00 
5.00 
20.00 
-­
17.50 
5.00 
5.00 
10.00 
5.00 
10.00 
-­
5.84 
10.00 
20.00 
-­
-­
20.00 
-­
8.34 
D 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
/'
b 
rrotal 
75.00 
70.00 
70.00 
60.00 
45.00 
45.00 
60.84 
5·00 
5·00 
15·00 
20.00 
30.00 
30.00 
17.50 
10.00 
25.00 
-­
-­
-­
5·00 
6.67 
10.00 
-­
15.00 
20.00 
25.00 
20.00 
15.00 
70.00 
70.00 
60.00 
45.00 
50.00 
30.00 
.54.17 
10.00 
5·00 
10.00 
25.00 
10.00 
35·00 
15.84 
5.00 
10.00 
25.00 
20.00 
5.00 
10.00 
12.50 
15.00 
15.00 
5·00 
10.00 
35.00 
25.00 
17.50 
APPENDIX J
 
SUlIunary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Pretrainlng Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Based on 120 Trials per £) 
Equitable Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-JO 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group S % % % {'f'f cd % % % % % % %I If:; ;0 
A 1 40.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 50.00 40.00 40.00 20.00 JO.OO 10.OC 50.00 
2 20.00 40.00 50.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 20.00 50.00 20.00 50.00 60.00 30.00 
J . 20.00 JO.OO 60.00 )0.00 JO.OO 30.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 70.00 50.00 
Lt- JO.OO -­ 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 80.00 40.00 50.00 40.00 )0.00 50.00 
5 40.00 JO.OO JO.OO 10.00 -­ JO.OO 50.00 10.00 20.00 50.00 40.00 60.00 
6 JO.OO 20.00 10.00 JO.OO 40.00 10.00 60.00 70.00 60.00 50.00 40.00 20.00 
Total JO.OO 2J.34 J1.67 2J.J4 25.00 JO.OO 48.J4 J5.00 J5·00 41.67 40.00 43.34 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses were made. 
0"­
o 
APPENDIX J
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 120 Trials per s) 
(Continued) 
Equitable Wage 
Trials 
Group 
1-10 11-20 21-JO Jl-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group S % (..'1If',. % % of /0 % % % d/') % % % 
B 1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
JO.OO 
Ll-O.OO 
JO.OO 
40.00 
40.00 
-­
JO.OO 
JO.OO 
10.00 
20.00 
20.00 
1·j.Q.00 
10.00 
21. 67 
JO.OO 
10.00 
50.00 
20.00 
JO.OO 
-­
23.J4 
60.00 
20.00 
40.00 
50.00 
20.00 
-­
JO.OO 
JO.OO 
20.00 
20.00 
JO.OO 
.10.00 
10.00 
20.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
JO.OO 
20.00 
JO.OO 
33.J4 
30.00 
40.00 
50.00 
50.00 
20.00 
50.00 
40.00 
30.00 
40.00 
10.00 
50.00 
50.00 
40.00 
36.67 
50.00 
40.00 
20.00 
40.00 
JO.OO 
40.00 
36.67 
10.00 
40.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
60.00 
4J.J4 
20.00 
70.00 
50. 00 
70.00 
50.00 
70.00 
55.00 
20.00 
10.00 
20.00 
JO.OO 
JO.OO 
20.00 
21.67 
0'\Notel -- indicates that no responses were made. ..... 
.. _ -.:.. .c,~c-I 
APPENDIX J 
SUIllDlary 'Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 120 Trials per s) 
(Continued) 
Equitable Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-)0 )1-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group ~ % % % % % % % % % % % % 
c 1 40.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 )0.00 20.00 )0.00 20.00 )0.00 50.00 50.00 40.00 
2 10.00 20.00 )0.00 30.00 10.00 30.00 40.00 60.00 60.00 )0.00 40.00 20.00 
3 40.00 50.00 -­ 20.00 )0.00 50.00 10.00 60.00 )0.00 )0.00 40.00 50.00 
4 20.00 60.00 40.00 ·40.00 50.00 50.00 40.00 )0.00 )0.00 70.00 50.00 40.00 
5 40.00 10.00 )0.00 10.00 40.00 50.00 50.00 60.00 50.00 40.00 50.00 70.00 
6 30.00 10.00 40.00 20.00 )0.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 )0.00 )0.00 60.00 50.00 
Total 25.00 28.34 26.67 25.00 )0.00 38.34 )0.00 41.67 38.34 41.67 48.)4 45.00 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses Were made. 
0\ 
N 
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Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Based on 120 Trials per ~)
 
(Continued)
 
EqUitable Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-JO Jl-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group ~ % <f1 % % % % at % at % % %D /0 /0 /0 
D 1 20.00 10.00 JO.OO 10.00 60.00 JO.OO 20.00 20.00 20.00 40.00 50.00 JO.OO 
2 JO.OO JO.oo JO.OO 40.00 20.00 JO.OO 10.00 20.00 50.00 20.00 70.00 50.00 
J JO.OO 10.00 -­ 50.00 50.00 JO.OO JO.OO 30.00 40.00 60.00 20.00 30.00 
4 20.00 JO.OO 20.00 60.00 20.00 40.00 20.00 30.00 JO.OO 40.00 50.00 30.00 
5 40.00 30.00 20.00 40.00 40.00 20.00 20.00 60.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 JO.OO 
6 20.00 50.00 JO.OO 70.00 10.00 JO.OO JO.OO 50.00 40.00 20.00 40.00 50.00 
Total 26.67 26.67 21.67 45.00 33.34 30.00 21.67 35.00 31.67 33.34 40.00 36.67 
Note: -­ indicates that no reSponses were made. 
Q'\ 
W 
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Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 120 Trials per ~) 
(Continued) 
Gambling Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group §. of % % % % % % % of % % %/0 ;0 
A 1 20.00 1..).0.00 20.00 30.00 20.00 60.00 -­ 20.00 30.00 30.00 40.00 40.00 
2 -­ 40.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 60 •. 00 40.00 .50.00 
3 10.00 20.00 60.00 40.00 30.00 50.00 70.00 40.00 70.00 40.00 .50.00 60.00 
4 20.00 40.00 1,,),0.00 20.00 50.00 40.00 50.00 60.00 30.00 .50.00 30.00 20.00 
5 20.00 50.00 40.00 60.00 50.00 60.00 70.00 30.00 60.00 40.00 60.00 30.00 
6 20.00 20.00 30.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 50.00 50.00 10.00 30.00 30.00 50.00 
Total . 15.00 35.00 33.34 30.00 30.00 41.67 45.00 38.34 38.34 41.67 41.67 41.67 
Note; -­ indicates that no responses were made. ~ 
+:" 
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Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Pretrainlng Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Based on 120 Trials per ~)
 
(Continued)
 
Gambling Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-}0 }1-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group §. % % % 7~ % % % % % % % % 
B 1 }O.OO 50.00 40.00 20.00 70.00 60.00 40.00 50.00 50.00 10.00 40.00 40.00 
2 }O.OO }O.OO 40.00 50.00 }O.OO 20.00 20.00 30.00 }o.oo 40.00 70.00 60.00 
} 50.00 20.00 }o.oo 30.00 }O.OO 20.00 50.00 50.00 40.00 70.00 20.00 }O.OO 
4 40.00 40.00 40.00 -­ 10.00 50.00 40.00 40.00 50.00 40.00 50.00 L~O. 00 
5 10.00 20.00 50.00 70.00 50.00 30.00 10.00 20.00 )0.00 40.00 10.00 30.00 
6 20.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 40.00 20.00 }O.OO 30.00 40.00 40.00 50.00 50.00 
Total 30.00 28.34 35.00 31.67 38.34­ 33.34 31.67 36.67 40.00 40.00 40.00 41.67 
Notel -­ indicates that no responses were made. 0'\ V\ 
APPENDIX J 
Suw~ary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Pretralnlng Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 120 Trials per s) 
(Continued) 
Gambling Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group e. % % % at % % % % % % % %/0 
C 1 10.00 10.00 30.00 40.00 10.00 50.00 30.00 10.00 50.00 50.00 JO.OO 70~00 
2 40.00 40.00 60.00 10.00 40.00 60.00 40.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 30.00 20.00 
3 30.00 10.00 '30.00 10.00 30.00 10.00 30.00 30.00 10.00 10.00 JO.OO JO.OO 
4 20.00 20.00 20.00 )0.00 20.00 )0.00 20.00 50.00 50.00 )0.00 50.00 40.00 
5 20.00 JO.OO 40.00 80.00 60.00 30.00 50.00 -­ )0.00 40.00 10.00 30.00 
6 20.00 50.00 10.00 -­ 40.00 30.00 50.00 80.00 30.00 70.00 70.00 60.00 
1'otal 23.34 26.67 31. 67 28.34 3J.34 35.00 36.67 31.67 31.67 31.00 36.67 41.67 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses were made. 0'. 0'\ 
APPENDIX J
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Pretraining Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 120 Trials per ~) 
(Continued) 
Gambling Wage Group 
Trials 
1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-90 91-100 101-110 111-120 
Group §. d 1° % % % % % % % % % % 0/I" 
D 1 20.00 60.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 40.00 30.00 40.00 30.00 40.00 40.00 70.00 
2 40.00 30.00 20.00 60.00 20.00 40.00 20.00 60.00 30.00 30.00 20.00 50.00 
3 
4 
10.00 
60.00 
10.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
60.00 
20.00 
30.00 
40.00 
40.00 
60.00 
20.00 
40.00 
10.00 
40.00 
20.00 
40.00 
20.00 
20.00 
40.00 
40.00 
50.00 
30.00 
5 
6 
30.00 
20.00 
70.00 
60.00 
60.00 
40.00 
30.00 
40.00 
40.00 
20.00 
30.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
50.00 
20.00 
30.00 
30.00 
40.00 
10.00 
30.00 
20.00 
40.00 
30.00 
Total 30.00 45.00 36.67 38.34 28.34 
I 
43.34 35.00 36.67 30.00 26.67 31.67 45.00 
0\ 
---.J 
AFPENDIX K
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Test Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Ba.sed on 240 Trials per §.) 
Equitable Wage Group Gambling Wage Group 
Group §. 
Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total 
01 70 ;~ ,% CII/0 % c1f/0 01/C' of/0 aJI' % 
A 1 35.00 30.00 33.34 36.67 33.75 41.67 38.34 40.00 41.67 40.42 
2 33.34 33.34 28.34 23. 3l~ 29.59 30.00 43.34 38.34 38.34 37.50 
3 46.67 41.67 23.3Lj, 28.34 35.00 41.67 41.67 41.67 45.00 42.50 
l-J­ 33.34, 28.31+ 36.67 28.34 31.67 33.34 23.34 38.34 45.00 35.00 
5 38.34 41.67 31. 67 26.67 34.59 45.00 26.67 30.00 3.3 . .34 .33.75 
6 38.34 41. 67 26.67 41.67 32.92 25.00 46.67 41.67 25·00 34.59 
Total 37.50 36.12 30.00 30.84 33.62 36.12 36.67 38.34 38.06 .37 •.30 
Q'\ 
<Xl 
APPENDIX K
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses
 
During the Test Session by Incentive Wage Group
 
(Based on 240 Trials per £) 
(Continued) 
Equitable Wage Group Gambling WQge Group 
Group §. 
Test I Test II Test III Test IV 'rotal Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total 
,% % ai ;0 01 ~ 0.1!C % % % 0;1/''J % 
B 1 45.00 46.67 36.67 26.67 38.75 46.67 20.00 25.00 45.00 34.17 
, 
2 23.34 36.67 33.34 26.67 30.00 35.00 28.34 41.67 36.67 35.42 
, 
3 48.34 23.34 30.00 38.34 35.00 38.34 35.00 36.67 38.34 37.09 
l.j.. 40.00 43.34 35.00 26.67 36.25 46.67 28.34 28.34 38.34 35.42 
5 40.00 35.00 33.34 33.34 35.42 45.00 45.00 38.34 43.34 42.92 
6 36.67 30.00 35.00 33.34 33.75 40.00 40.00 43.34 38.34 40.42 
Total 1 38 . 89 35.84 33.89 30.84 34.87 41.95 32.78 35.56 40.00 37.57 
0\ 
'-0 
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Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Test Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 240 Trials per ~) 
(Continued) 
Equitable Wage Group Gambling Wage Group 
Group ~ 
Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total 
% % % % % % at ,10 % % % 
C 1 33.34 36.67 38.34 25.00 33.34 30.00 36.67 41.67 38.34 36.67 
2 36.67 30.00 31.67 30.00 32.09 46.67 36.67 30.00 30.00 35.84 
3 . 38.34 26.67 28.34 45.00 34.59 36.67 35.00 35.00 40.00 36.67 
4 51.67 25.00 38.34 43.34 39.59 40.00 33.34 45.00 38.34 39.17 
5 40.00 38.34 26.67 38.34 35.84 40.00 35.00 31.67 28.34 33.75 
6 43.34 40.00 36.67 20.00 35.00 30.00 33.34 41.67 30.00 33.75 
Tota.l 40.56 32.78 33.34 33.62 35.07 37.23 35.00 37.50 34.17 35.98 
--..J 
o 
APPENDIX K 
Summary Table by Percentage of Correct Responses 
During the Test Session by Incentive Wage Group 
(Based on 240 Trials per ~) 
(Continued) 
EQuitable Wage Group Gambling Wage Group 
Group §. 
Test I 
01 
, 
/0 
Test II Test III Test IV Total Test I Test II Test III Test IV Total 
% % % G¢ jO % % % % % 
D 1 30.00 31. 67 33.34 31.67 31.67 35.00 40.00 40.00 21.67 34.17 
2 51.67 36.67 45.00 33.34 41. 67 40.00 38.34 36.67 38.34 38.34 
3 35·00 43.34 30.00 35.00 35.84 38.34 28.34 40.00 38.34 36.25 
4 36.67 28.34 35.00 33.34 33.34 38.34 31.67 31.67 31.67 33.34 
5 45.00 33.34 35.00 33.34 )6.67 43.34 53.34 40.00 45.00 45.42 
6 46.67 33.34­ 30.00 41.67 37.92 43.34 28.34 30.00 40.00 35.42 
Total 40.84 34.45 34.73 34.73 36.18 39.73 36.67 36.39 35.84 37.16 
""'>J 
~ 
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APPENDIX L 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test 
Presented During the Test Session 
Equitable Wage Group 
Test I 
. 
Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S
-
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4­
A 1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
45.00 25.00 20.00 
45.00 10.00 25.00 
70.00 10.00 
-­
75.00 10.00 5.00 
65.00 5.00 10.00 
65.00 20.00 -­
60.84 13.3L} 10.00 
10.00 
20.00 
20.00 
10.00 
20.00 
15.00 
15.84 
10.00 
30.00 
30.00 
20.00 
10.00 
15.00 
19.17 
55.00 10.00 
40.00 20.00 
65.00 
-­
40.00 35.00 
65.00 25.00 
80.00 5.00 
57.50 15.84 
25.00 
10.00 
5.00 
5.00 
-­
-­
7.50 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
A 1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
5.00 30.00 55.00 
20.00 5.00 75.00 
20.00 20.00 35.00 
-­
10.00 .55.00 
10.00 25.00 45.00 
10.00 15.00 60.00 
10.84 17.50 54.17 
10.00 
-­
25.00 
35.00 
20.00 
15.00 
17.50 
40.00 
20.00 
5.00 
20.00 
25.00 
5.00 
19.17 
5.00 5.00 
15.00 10.00 
10.00 15.00 
15.00 15.00 
10.00 5.00 
-­
15. 00 
9.17 10.84 
50.00 
55.00 
70.00 
15.00 
60.00 
80.00 
60.84 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses were made. 
--
--
--
--
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APPENDIX L 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test 
Presented During the Test Session 
Equi table '~lage Group (Continued) 
Test I Test II 
AlternativeAlternative 
4 
Choice 
24 121 3Group S 3
-

15.0060.00 20.005.0030.005.0065.00B 1 
70.00 15.0015.0020.0020.0025.002 35.00 
45.0010.00 )0.0015.0010.0025.0065.003 60.00 15.0020.00 5·0020.0010.00 5.004 65.00 
10.00 65.00 25·00 
--
5.0015.0015.0065.005 40.00 45.00 15. 0015.0060.00 25.006 
1).)450.84 25.0010.8416.6716.67 7.50Total 59.17 
Test IVTest III 
AlternativeChoice Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 ) 4 
B 1 
2 
) 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
-­
45.00 40.00 15.00 
)0.00 15.00 45.00 10.00 
-­
10.00 60.00 )0.00 
5.00 20.00 70.00 5.00 
-­
)0.00 60.00 10.00 
10.00 15. 00 50.00 25.00 
7.50 22.50 54.17 15.84 
15.00 
5.00 
5·00 
20.00 
25.00 
10.00 
1 J. JLj, 
25.00 
35.00 
20.00 
35.00 
20.00 
20.00 
25.84 
-­
20.00 
-­
25.00 
10.00 
25.00 
13.)4 
60.00 
40.00 
75.00 
20.00 
45.00 
45.00 
47.50 
Note: -_ indiC&ites that no responses were made. 
APPENDIX L 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test 
Presented During the Test Session 
Equitable Wage Group (Continued) 
Test I Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
C 1 60.00 10.00 15.00 15.00 10.00 65.00 15.00 10.00 
2 50.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 35.00 50.00 10.00 5.00 
3 60.00 25.00 10.00 5.00 15.00 60.00 20.00 15.00 
4 95.00 -­ 5.00 -­ 15·00 45.00 15.00 25·00 
5 85.00 10.00 -­ 5.00 5·00 75.00 20.00 -­
6 65.00 5.00 15·00 15·00 10.00 85.00 5.00 -­
Total 69.17 10.00 10.84 10.00 15.00 63.34 14.17 9.17 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
C 1 15.00 10.00 55.00 20.00 35.00 10.00 -­ 55.00 
2 10.00 5·00 70.00 15.00 30.00 20.00 15.00 35.00 
3 20.00 20.00 45.00 15·00 15.00 5.00 40.00 40.00 
4 
-­
5.00 70.00 25·00 25.00 5·00 15.00 55.00 
5 10.00 25.00 60.00 5.00 )0.00 5.00 -­ 65.00 
6 -­ 15.00 65.00 20.00 25.00 20.00 10.00 45.00 
Total 9.17 13.34 60.84 16.67 26.67 10.84 13.34 49.17 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses were made. 
--~-~~--'--=-----
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APPENDIX L 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test 
Presented During the Test Session 
Equi table v~age Group (Continued) 
Test I Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group fi 1 2 J 4 1 2 J 4 
D 1 
2 
J}+ 
5 
6 
Total 
50.00 15.00 lS.00 20.00 
50.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 
7S.00 10.00 10.00 5.00 
4S.00 2S.00 10.00 20.00 
5S.00 5.00 5.00 35.00 
6S.00 20.00 
-­
15.00 
56.67 15.84 8.34 19.17 
10.00 65.00 5.00 20.00 
40.00 10.00 20.00 )0.00 
15.00 70.00 10.00 5.00 
20.00 55.00 15.00 10.00 
25.00 S5.00 15.00 5.00 
20.00 55.00 15.00 10.00 
21. 67 51.67 13.)4 13.)4 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 
D 1 
2 
J 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
1 2 3 4 
-
15.00 20.00 40.00 25.00 
20.00 20.00 60.00 -­
-­
20.00 50.00 )0.00 
5.00 )0.00 5S.00 10.00 
-­
20.00 SO.OO 30.00 
3S.00 10.00 SO.OO 5.00 
12.S0 20.00 SO.84 16.67 
1 2 ":! 4J 
10.00 lS.00 25.00 50.00 
10.00 15.00 10.00 65.00 
10.00 15.00 10.00 65.00 
15.00 15.00 10.00 60.00 
-­
20.00 20.00 60.00 
10.00 -­ 2S.00 6S.00 
9.17 13.34 16.67 60.84 
Note: -- indicates that no responses were made. 
__________________
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Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior
 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test
 
Presented During the Test Session 
Gambling Wage Group 
Test I Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
A 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
55.00 25.00 -­ 20.00 
80.00 -­ -­ 20.00 
70.00 20.00 5.00 5.00 
75.00 20.00 -­ 5.00 
45.00 55.00 -­ -­
50.00 20.00 20.00 10.00 
62.50 23.34 4.17 10.00 
15.00 
50.00 
45.00 
15.00 
10.00 
50.00 
30.84 
60.00 15·00 
25.00 15.00 
50.00 
-­
55.00 20.00 
90.00 -­
30.00 15.0C 
51.67 10.8L 
10.00 
10.00 
5.00 
10.00 
-­
5.00 
6.67 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
A 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
Total 
10.00 20.00 60.00 10.00 
20.00 10.00 60.00 10.00 
-­
5.00 90.00 5.00 
-­ 25. 00 55.00 20.00 
-­
5.00 95·00 -­
20.00 15.00 55.00 10.00 
8.34 13.34 69.17 9.17 
10.00 
5.00 
-­
45.00 
-­
25.00 
l L}.17 
30.00 5.00 
-­
15.0C 
-­
10.0C 
-­
10.0C 
-­ -­
5.00 10.0C 
5.84 8.34 
35.00 
80.00 
90.00 
45.00 
100.00 
60.00 
68.3/+ 
Note: -­ indicates that no responses were made. 
••••I<ld~~t 
i_Ii'I••••••••••••
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Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior
 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test
 
Presented During the Test Session 
Gambling Wage Group (Continued) 
Test I Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
-
B 1 60.00 25.00 10.00 5.00 15.00 70.00 10.00 5.00 
2 55.00 25.00 -­ 20.00 30.00 50.00 10.00 10.00 
3 80.00 5.00 10.00 5.00 30.00 55.00 10.00 5.00 
4 45.00 15.00 10.00 30.00 5.00 70.00 10.00 15.00 
5 65.00 15.00 -­ 20.00 30.00 55.00 5.00 10.00 
6 50.00 35.00 10.00 5.00 25.00 30.00 45.00 -­
Total 59.17 20.00 6.67 14.17 22.50 55.00 15.00 7.50 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group S 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
-
B 1 15.00 10.00 30.00 45.00 25.00 -­ 5.00 70.00 
2 -­ 5.00 75.0 0 20.00 10.00 -­ 10.00 80.00 
3 -­ 10.00 75.00 15·00 5.00 20.00 5.00 70.00 
4 -­ 10.00 75.00 15.00 15.00 -­ 35.00 50.00 
5 -­ 15.00 65. 0 0 20.00 30.00 5·00 35.00 30.00 
6 10.00 25.00 55. 00 10.00 5.00 -­ 25.00 70.00 
Total 4.17 12.50 62.50 20.84 15.00 4.17 19.17 61.67 
Note~ -­ indicates that no responses were made. 
r" 
f C 
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Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior
 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test
 
Presented During the Test Session 
Gambling Wage Group (Continued) 
Test I Test II 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group §. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
C 1 50.00 20.00 15.00 15.00 35.00 45.00 10.00 10.00 
2 55.00 15.00 -­ 30.00 40.00 30.00 25.00 5.00 
3 65.00 5.00 5.00 25.00 15.00 80.00 5.00 -­
4 65.00 15. 00 5.00 15.00 5.00 65.00 25.00 5.00 
5 75.00 -­ 10.00 15.00 45.00 30.00 15.00 10.00 
6 70.00 
-­
-­ 30.00 20.00 65.00 15.00 -­
Total 63.34 9.17 5.84 21.67 26.67 52.50 15.84 5.00 
Test III Test IV 
Choice Alternative Alternative 
Group §. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 
c 1 5.00 5.00 60.00 30.00 25.00 5.00 20.00 50.00 
2 10.00 15. 00 65.00 10.00 20.00 10.00 40.00 30.00 
3 -­ 20.00 80.00 -­ 10.00 5.00 10.00 75.00 
4 5.00 15.00 65.00 15.00 20.00 -­ 5.00 75.00 
5 30.00 20.00 35.00 15.00 20.00 -­ 20.00 60.00 
6 -­ 30. 00 60.00 10.00 15.00 5.00 -­ 80.00 
Total 8.34 17.50 60.84 13.34 18.34 4.17 15.84 61.67 
Notel -­ indicates that no responses were D~de. 
,/"~., <,­
________...............""""""'.... ............ ~ .....~"~....J"i:;<~d~ 
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-- --
-- --
--
--
--
--
--
--
--
79 
APPENDIX L
 
Summary Table by Percentage of Choice Behavior
 
During the Last 20 Trials of Each Test
 
Presented During the Test Session 
Gambling Wage 'Group (Continued) 
Test II
 
Choice
 
Test I
 
Alternative 
4
 
Alternative 
4
 2
1
2
1
Group S
 3
3
 
45.0020.00 55.00
 
2
 
10.0070.00D 1 
10.00 25.00 55.00 20.0010.00 25.0055.00 
45.00 20.0025.00 35.0020.0055.003
 15.005.00 55.00 25.0025.005.00 5.004
 65.00 
5.00 5.0065.0025.0015.0085.00
 
6
 
5
 20.00 50.00 25.0020.00 5·00 
Total 
10.0070.00 
4.1752.50	 15.84
 
Test IV
 
27.5019.175.0066.67 9.17 
Test III
 
Alternative
Alternative
 
4
 
Choice 
4
2
1
 3
2
1
 3
Group ~ 
10.00 50.0040.0070.00 10.0020.00D 1 40.0015.0040.00 5.0050.00 25.005.00 20.002
 20.00 75. 005.005.00 15.00 65.00 15.003
 25.00 55.0015.005.0030.00 35.00 35.004
 5.00 75.0020.005.00 25.00 45.00 25.005
 60.005.00 15·0020.0010.00 75.00 15.006
 15.00 59.174.1721. 67
2.50 20.00 56.67 20.84 
Note, -- indicates that no responses were ~~de. 
Total 
"---<~---' -----'=,.~ 
ju; 
